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The Global Education Programme: potential and challenges
The Global Education Programme (GEP) is an innovative government funding programme that offers Russian citizens an opportunity to study full-time at leading foreign higher education institutions and requires them to get employment in Russia in accordance with the qualification gained for a minimum of three years. The programme aims to increase the number of highly-qualified personnel in science, education, engineering, medicine and management in the social sphere according to Russian economic priorities [Ukaz prezidenta Rossijskoj Federatsii 2013] . The programme cooperates with leading Russian employers, including those registered in the territories of advancing socioeconomic development in the Far East and Eastern Siberia in order to speed up the modernization process and introduce new technologies for social reform. The binary nature of GEP targets is drawn from the fact that GEP is a measurement for human resource empowerment and a social support programme at the same time.
Although the humanistic aims of the programme to provide access, equity, and social justice to students with high academic achievement and guarantee significant financial incentives to them appear to be fair and explicit, there are areas of concern:
• an unexpected lack of competition between applicants • the relatively low reach of the advertising campaign • difficulties with the funding process due to exchange rate fluctuations • a mismatch between the international curriculum and future work responsibilities • an incongruence between the demand for work in industrial and educational centres (Moscow and Saint-Petersburg) and the elimination of this possibility at the initial stages of the employment process • the potential risks of a "brain drain" depending on future economy (in)stability
The diversification and decentralization of the Russian economy are long-term strategies and the educational experiences of GEP participants are of significant importance in this regard. This article captures the intermediate outcomes and analyses the issues and implications shaping the programme from inside, its dynamics and areas for improvement.
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The Global Education Programme in the Era of the Knowledge Based Economy: Context and Implications, рр. 117-141 levels of private investment, decreased public support for education, and lifelong learning are highlighted as the key drivers of change [Knight 2004, p. 7] .
Prioritizing some points and underemphasizing others, the concept of internationalization includes [Knight 2004, p. 6] :
• a series of international activities (academic mobility for students and teachers)
• international links • partnerships and projects
• new international academic programs and research initiatives • the delivery of education to other countries through new types of arrangements (branch campuses or franchises using a variety of face-to-face and distance techniques) • the inclusion of an international, intercultural, and/or global dimension into the curriculum and the teaching and learning process • international development projects • the increasing emphasis on trade in higher education.
In 2009 the Council of the European Union placed academic mobility at the top of its strategic objectives for education. Academic mobility is represented as "an essential element of lifelong learning and an important means of enhancing people's employability and adaptability" [Council Conclusions of 12th May 2009 , p. 3, cited in Robertson 2010 . However, there is criticism for using this concept "as a proxy for internationalization, excellence and competitiveness" as it is only "one means of achieving international research collaboration and knowledge transfer" [Ackers 2008, p. 432] emphasizing the fact that "individual mobility experiences vary considerably and are not always a marker of academic excellence transfer" [Ackers 2008, p. 413] . Mobility may not fully fit the recognized ideas of internationalization on a qualitative level as it is shaped by a number of chaotic forces.
Academic mobility has a strong correlation with "brain drain", the interpretation of which is dependent on stakeholder motivations and the legal mechanisms restricting it. Robertson suggests "turn[ing] brain drain into other possibilities, such as 'gain' and 'circulation' through movements back and forth via remittances, networks, and other forms of knowledge exchange" [Robertson 2010, p. 643] and emphasizes some economic agency in student and staff mobility. This perspective is shared by other researchers who highlight that international students "are likely to establish transnational linkages and act as multipliers of international relations in their subsequent careers" , as cited in Jöns, Hoyler, 2013 .
Jöns & Hoyler also point out that recent work on the formation of global educational/ knowledge hubs in the world economy has emphasized the new role of universities as both outcomes and drivers of globalization and positioning the geographies of world university rankings within wider socio-economic processes . Robertson & Olds say that "rankings have unleashed a battle for brains, and lifted to even greater prominence and importance the role of the university in advancing globallycompetitive knowledge-based economies" [Robertson, Olds 2012, p. 3] . However, Madge et. al. draw attention to the fact that many places and people are marginal or absent from global higher education as "international study is bound up tightly with questions about (in)equality, 'aspiration' and 'development'" [Madge, Raghuram, Noxolo 2014, p. 695] .
Jöns & Hoyler contrast quantity and quality citing the example of the highly uneven geographies of higher education which restrict the global circulation of knowledge and expertise, "Anglo-American publication cultures in the highly expensive technosciences that facilitated American hegemony in the second half of the 20th century and are seen as drivers of economic growth" , as cited in Jöns, Hoyler 2013 . However, they predict that "expected international student flows will be able to reinforce the central status of some of the existing global knowledge hubs and to contribute to the formation of new central nodes in the world economy" [Jöns, Hoyler 2013, p. 57] , in Asia Pacific and China in particular.
The current phenomenon of non-stop competition is a practical example of the concepts explored in "The Ethics of Internationalization in Higher Education: Hospitality, self-presence and 'being late'": "There is no experience of internationalization that is not at the same time singular and repeated. Repeatability bears 'the trace' not only of what has happened-and we seem 'late' for it because it has already disappearedbut also the possibility of what is about to come and what is not as yet present. Every experience of internationalization is thus never quite on time: time is 'anachronism'" , p. 20, cited in Hughes-Warrington 2012 .
Knight asks a number of rhetorical questions about further internationalization outcomes, contrasting cultural diversity in the curriculum, the teaching and learning process, research, extracurricular activities, the contribution of academic mobility to intercultural understanding with cultural homogenization threatening to devaluate minor culture representations and the loss of the multiple dimensions of numerous world cultures [Knight 2004, p. 29] .
Extremes of development and the limitless growth of connections may look very optimistic, but could jeopardize the promising outcomes of international education especially regarding the issue of vulnerable cultures. Understanding versus dominance, and diversity and coexistence versus homogenization require careful treatment and protection from manipulation by economic forces.
GEP as a policy initiative: striving for a knowledge-based economy
As pointed out in the OECD report, measuring knowledge and forecasting its impact on the economy is a complex challenge as it depends on "entrepreneurship, competition and other economic circumstances" [The Knowledge-Based Economy 1996, p. 26] . The qualitative and innovative nature of knowledge which "provides product and process options that were previously unavailable" [The Knowledge-Based Economy 1996, p. 30] is specified. However, tracing the use of knowledge and its further benefits, and conducting scientific investigations on its direct applicability to technological innovation are not seen as exclusively accountable and unambiguous processes; knowledge has a huge potential to "save resources that would otherwise be spent" [The Knowledge-Based Economy 1996, p. 26] . As a result the application of cost-benefit analysis as the leading method for evaluation of public investments [The Knowledge-Based Economy 1996, p. 27] can be a reliable tool for monitoring the impact of knowledge on the economy.
This perspective appears to have drawn the attention of the Russian authorities and stimulated their decision to invest in knowledge. Being externally directed in terms of the distribution of students around the world, GEP is a part of a much more ambitious plan for the modernization of Russia and its scientific and educational revival. The main
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The Global Education Programme in the Era of the Knowledge Based Economy: Context and Implications, рр. 117-141 programme of the Ministry of Education and Science is Russian Academic Excellence more well-known as "5-100-2020" (the aim is for 5 top-Russian universities to be among the top-100 in world university rankings by 2020) to improve the competitiveness of Russian universities by strengthening their positions in the world market [World-Class Russian Education 2015] .
The project aims to expand university research capacities and turn them into some of the world's leading scientific centres. In comparison with GEP with its planned implementation of 3 years (2014) (2015) (2016) , "5-100-2020" is an umbrella programme focusing on both internal and international development and setting aspirational goals within a broader timeframe (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) (2017) (2018) (2019) (2020) . In the state programme "Development of education for 2013-2020" the specified areas of improvement are:
• the need for highly-qualified personnel in order to contribute to economically underdeveloped areas and enhance technological advancement for the modernisation process; [Dmitry Medvedev Evaluates 2016] . The subsidies for "5-100-2020" constitute more than 10 billion rubles [Dmitry Medvedev evaluates project 5-100 2016] -more than twice as much as 4,41 billion rubles initially planned for the GEP implementation taking into account that the timeframe for 5-100-2020 is more than twice as long .
However, the Russian government policy initiatives are not unique. The European commission report 'Composite Indicator for Scientific and Technological Research Excellence', its rationale and components highlight the growing policy-based interest in research excellence drawing attention to the shift from peer review forms of assessment to the necessity to produce breakthrough knowledge, forecast and control tendencies as the key elements of success in a knowledge-based economy. As the report states, the EU 2020 strategy contains a blueprint for transforming Europe into an 'Innovation Union' by 2020. The targets are "to boost cooperation between industry and universities, to ensure the modernization of framework conditions for enterprises, to enhance cross-border cooperation and to embrace joint programming" [Vertesy, Tarantola 2012, p. 6] . Moreover, Vertesy & Tarantola emphasize that European authorities are planning to take control over "the increase towards a more knowledgeintensive economy in Europe" [Vertesy, Tarantola 2012, p. 6] . Taking into account the significant number of European universities in the world rankings, more advanced and flexible economies, which to not depend on external factors (e.g. fluctuations in raw materials prices and currency) and the stable educational systems based on linking traditions and innovations, the Russian targets appear to be extremely ambitious requiring a large investment of resources, time and money.
Jöns & Hoyler highlight that "since the first rankings inception in 2003, a decade of increasing internationalization, neoliberalization, and marketization of higher education followed" and "the annually updated league tables have captured the attention of university managers, employers, policy makers, academics and the wider public" Sadlak, Liu 2007; cited in Jöns, Hoyler 2013 . Although Jöns & Hoyler critique the prioritizing of rankings of resource-intensive technosciences conveying a limited sense of scholarship, they emphasize the scale of their influential power on educational policies . The Russian government pursues a place on the world stage and the target of GEP 0 and "5-100-2020" policies to engage the above-mentioned stakeholders into mutually beneficial long-term cooperation can be a clear illustration of this.
From Jöns & Hoyler's point of view and Medvedev's statement, the research impact factor was emphasized by the rating agency RAEX in 2015. Three integral factors determining rankings pointed out by the ranking agency are as follows [Rejting vuzov Rossii 2015] :
• the conditions which provide quality education (50%)
• future employment rates (30%)
• the level of research (20%) (10% scientific achievement, 6% innovation activity and 4% innovation infrastructure).
The third factor (level of research) correlates positively with the policy objectives, but the extremely broad umbrella factor (conditions of providing quality education) which is seen as the driving force determining the aptitude of a country to compete in the international arena, does not. Serious methodological limitations of rankings are highlighted in the research as they "are being used for a broader range of purposes than originally intended and [… are] bestowed with more meaning than the data alone may bear" [Counting What Is Measured or Measuring What Counts 2008 , p. 7, cited in Jöns, Hoyler 2013 . This emphasizes the power of accountability as a reliable instrument which can be elaborated on with a certain amount of systemic control.
Experts from the Centre of Economic Development and Certification of The Institute of Economic Strategies (CEDCIES) of The Russian Academy of Sciences critically evaluate the increasing chase for rankings [Programma "5-100" 2016] . They exemplify the subjective features of ranking scales, the noteworthy differences between them, and their striving for brand promotion. The supremacy of brands is also highlighted by Aushev, vice-provost for scientific work and strategic development of Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology, who draws attention to the historically-formed attitude of academics reluctant to simplify their research findings to make them more digestible to the general public and keen to keep their research more confidential because of widespread censorship issues. He draws attention to the competitiveness of science which is no longer limited to research activities [Aushev 2015 ] -it requires thoughtful and longterm promotional strategies to blend pragmatic scientific discoveries with the attraction of resources from the entire world through the media to facilitate further growth.
Russian universities are not the most famous in the world so the timeframe for "5-100-2020" (around 8 years) appears optimistic for reaching the desired positions and maintaining them in the future. CEDCIES experts question the efficiency and applicability of the ranking chase to Russian realities with so many graduates currently unemployed and employers searching for proof of skills and relevant work experience not for degrees from prestigious universities which publish extensively and match the ranking criteria.
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They repeat the suggestion of Moscow State University provost Victor Sadovnichiy to create Russia's own rankings which would deal with a wider range of locally pragmatic criteria from living conditions in dormitories to corruption and graduate employment potential [Programma "5-100" 2016] .
One significant lower ranking indicator is the decrease in the number of academic staff members per student justified by the legal obligation to increase annual salaries and the lack of the financial resources to handle this challenge. The solution found was to reduce the number of staff members or working hours [Rejting vuzov Rossii 2015] . As a consequence of the lack of funding and the decreasing number of academic staff members the aim of improving the impact factor, publishing activity and citation rates according to foreign scientometric systems can affect the quality of publications negatively. Moscow and Saint-Petersburg universities seriously suffered from this reform. Consequently future full-time mutually beneficial employment of the students of education faculties risks becoming a difficult and bureaucratic issue.
The development of international integration, such as the rapid growth of cooperation with foreign universities and running double-degree programs was identified as the most important higher ranking indicator; successful steps are being made in this direction by the best Russian universities. However, GEP excludes funding double-degree programs, MBA programmes and internships as there are indicators showing high numbers of students involved in these programmes and currently employed in Russia. GEP focuses on the deficiency in the quality of Masters and Ph.D. specialists in five underdeveloped areas. They are the target audience and there is a high probability that they are unable to be self-funded. Centring on this target group GEP aims to fill this gap, therefore participants have to return to Russia and to find related employment until at least 2020. Although multi-target employment assistance is provided, it is the partipicant's full responsibility to be employed within three months of graduation, which was defined at the December 2015 conference 2 . This questions the smooth-running process of employment, emphasizing its restrictions and a lack of guarantees given the dependence on external economic factors. Moreover, the currently unstable economy may undermine trust in the state, which can manipulate the statistics of participation. The relatively low reach of the advertising campaign supports this proposition ( Table 1) .
The continual and thorough monitoring and reassessment of GEP's intermediate outcomes are of crucial significance as competition across the globe is rapidly increasing. Without this there is unpredictability, and the danger of "being late" as there is no being "on time" [Derrida 2000, p. 20 ; as cited in Hughes-Warrington 2012, p. 319] for becoming a leader in the international arena and for surpassing the successes of the past. As a consequence, bridging the gap between what exists within and beyond the ethical framework, capitalism and social responsibility is a challenging mission for GEP.
Rationale for GEP implementationmismatches between intention and reality
The main challenge of the programme is ensuring the process of finding employment is reliable and timely. The current number of employers is 607, 36% of which are located in Moscow and Saint-Petersburg. No more than 10% can be employed in these cities which means that more than a third of the employers are allowed to provide only 10% of potential graduates with jobs. Another mismatch may be between the employers' activity and location and the studies chosen by an applicant. 49% of employers operate plants and factories, 19% -educational institutions, 19% -scientific organizations, 11% -healthcare organizations and 2% -social sphere organizations ( Table 2) . 
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Some areas of concern for preventing a misbalance are featured in Table 2 . If the percentage of the number of participants is higher than the percentage of legitimate employers, it shows a restriction in employment opportunities and competition between the participants. The difference is very significant in the social sphere and in science. Other issues include potential relocation challenges, employers' prestige, pay rates and HR policy, the number of positions available, labour conditions and rules. If these numbers are not balanced, there is the danger of graduate dissatisfaction, extensive bureaucracy for the programme operator aimed at satisfying the graduates and, the real danger, a failure to find a suitable employer. Moreover, employers in areas in need may not benefit from collaboration with participants if they are located in remote areas or they are in a stage of development unattractive to employees, they cannot offer a competitive salary.
The mismatch between the international curriculum and future work responsibilities has to be taken into account as well. Unlike management, human relations or public relations, where international experiences are quickly absorbed by Russia, the areas of, for example, social work or education can be significantly different as they tend to be focused on internal achievements. In contrast, European universities prefer to focus on both local and international experiences, which are not necessarily applicable to the Russian environment and ethos. Foreign educational experiences may appear irrelevant to a certain extent and a number of new skills might need to be gained at the workplace.
Employability is understood as 'work-readiness'. The factors enabling new graduates to make productive contributions to organizational objectives after commencing employment are:
• the possession of suitable skills • knowledge • attitudes • commercial understanding Being over-qualified and under-experienced can be a problem especially for PhD students who constitute 20% of GEP participants. PhD graduate with internationallyrenowned degrees tend to be more ambitious in pursuing more responsibility, the prestige of a more senior position and a higher salary as a consequence. In contrast, employers see this negotiation from a different perspective as "structured work experience is more likely to have positive effects on graduates' employment prospects than is the case for university departments' efforts to develop employability skills in classroom settings" [First Joint Special Report of the Business 2015, p. 12].
However, an important attenuating circumstance is that flexibility and transitioning between the areas are not forbidden, for example IT specialists can be employed in educational and medical institutions and education specialists work in factories and social sphere organizations. These transitions can be of great help, but may be timeconsuming and restrict personal preferences.
GEP geographies and the cultural context: comprehension and diversity or one more challenge?
In contrast to the political context featuring challenges and a number of uncertainties, the cultural context of the GEP appears to promise more diverse trajectories for the participants. The main advantages of the programme are the cultural aspects which have a great potential to provide a broad range of invaluable educational and personal experiences. The potential to unite the diversity by respecting every single member makes the programme applicant-friendly.
Membership in alumni clubs of top-world universities is one of GEP's cultural advantages. It is of particular importance for the participants in the field of education, as it has a huge potential to enhance collaboration in terms of, for example creating of joint programmes, organizing conferences, inviting expert guest speakers and benefiting from "glocalisation".
Regarding the idea of cultural diversity in international campuses, Barton criticizes the referral of international students as a 'cohesive entity', emphasizing "the wide variety of countries, ethnicities, and cultures they belong to, their distinct individual needs, and the variety of reasons for studying abroad" [Barton, Hartwig, Cain 2015, pp. 149-150] . Madge, Raghuram, Noxolo suggest broadening the borders of the literal meaning of international students and places them within wider temporal and special contexts:
Individually, international students can be understood within longer-term academic careers[… .] Collectively, international student mobility can be seen as part of a wide range of historical intellectual movements that have constituted both knowledge and 'international space' [Madge, Raghuram, Noxolo 2014, p. 694 ].
This exemplifies the extent of the complexity which GEP faces including the individual and collective level of the participants' educational, personal, cultural and professional trajectories. Their personal choice of the area of studying, the country and the university and further professional placement has some power to inspire later participants to continue their initiatives and together form an intellectual movement.
The intermediate outcomes of the programme have met the expectations to a large extent 4 . and they demonstrate that students are mostly motivated by the level of research in a particular field more than the university ranking. Although it is too early to observe detailed applicant behavioural patterns, there are some tendencies. For instance, Carnegie-Mellon University which is well-known for its excellence in computer science was chosen by 6 IT specialists from Kazan, and Trinity College Dublin, which is famous for its strong solid Humanities tradition, was chosen by 4 educational professionals from the central part of Russia.
The choice of country is often related to the level of economic development, technological advancement, employability and general popularity among international students. UK universities have attracted the highest number of applicants (176) followed by Australia (120), Germany (30), the Netherlands (29) and the US (27). China and Hong Kong (13) are becoming more popular. European countries are mainly represented by Sweden, France, Switzerland, Italy, Spain, Ireland and Belgium [Presentation by Ksenia Ivanenko 2016] .
The dominance of English as lingua franca is an extremely relevant issue to the cultural context of GEP, as the vast majority of participants study in English regardless the country. Language variety constantly being narrowed down and is becoming more
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The Global Education Programme in the Era of the Knowledge Based Economy: Context and Implications, рр. 117-141 and more monolithic. Robertson points out that "[g]reater academic mobility across Europe is reducing rather than increasing linguistic diversity" and results in "the rapid growth of teaching in English to cope with the linguistic diversity in the classroom" [Robertson 2010, pp. 643-644] .
In contrast, other researchers emphasize the "rich potential for the cross-fertilization of ideas" through publications in non-English language journals, translations of books and articles into English, international editorial boards, international conferences in different language contexts and time spent abroad , p. 248, cited in Jöns, Hoyler 2013 . Jöns & Hoyler point out that there is "no simple binary division between the hegemonic Anglophone geography and the marginal other-language geographies" highlighting that "both can be occupied simultaneously, are co-constitutive through mutual exchanges and shaped by complex power-relations" [Jöns, Hoyler 2013, p. 47] .
Although GEP does not have a language policy and language dominance is not seen as an issue, in December 2015 a number of countries with other official languages (i.e. France and the Netherlands) were advertised as worthy alternatives in order to realize the potential of the programme to capture maximum cultural and linguistic diversity 5 . Moreover, the vast territories of Russia and its borders with different countries have the potential to enhance language exchange diversity which is currently of special priority for "5-100-2020" participants, for example the biggest university in the Far East "the Far East Federal University" is seeking to play a greater role in decentralizing Russian educational hubs.
The cultural aspects of the programme are important mostly for each individual and they vary significantly depending on participants' personal choice and rankings conditions. English language use as a lingua franca is one of the most noticeable cultural issues which simplifies communication and can be an effective means of communication. However, there is a thin line between its dominance over other languages. Collaboration respecting diversity and involving a variety of languages could be of great assistance in balancing the cultural impact.
Intercultural comparisons of the GEP and Fulbright programmes
GEP with its scale, coverage, and promising diverse cultural experiences is an innovative programme, but several already existing scholarship and cultural exchange programmes, such as Global UGRAD, ERASMUS, BOLASHAK, DAAD Russia and the Fulbright programme could be sources for its inspiration and promotion. Fullbright was established in 1945 and is the longest running programme, serving multiple purposes . Its practice, success and the cultural experiences of its participants could be taken into account and applied to GEP.
Several criteria by which the GEP and the Fulbright programmes may be compared are shown in Table 3 . Brain drain prevention due to the contract obliging participants to return and work for minimum 3 years. Mainly focused on gaining innovative world-class research methodologies and their application to five "underdeveloped" areas.
The impact, prospects and longevity 71 years of enriching professional and academic experiences of approximately 279,500 participants. Future potential of growing and widening geographies.
Less than 3 years. Intermediate outcomes feature some inconsistencies and challenges mainly due to the unpredictability of participant choice, their high career ambitions, currency fluctuations and their implications on participant's quality of living and academic outcomes.
The Fulbright programme serves individual goals to a large extent while pursuing the long-term target of benefiting America's image, culture and society. GEP looks more narrowly economic and coercive, because of Russia's authoritarian style of modernisation. Despite a significant number of differences there is a strong positive correlation between the restrictions and actual missions of both programmes. They offer funding, assistance and incentives only to the point where a participant can succeed in implementing the programmes' objectives. The most hazardous risk is brain drain which the not in the interests of these programmes. That is why it is severely financially
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Participants views on GEP
26 GEP participants, aged from 23 to 40, took part in an anonymous 10-question online survey using SurveyMonkey. 54% of the respondents are employed full-time in Russia after finishing their studies, while 46% of them are either studying or looking for work. The questions are largely about programme development in order to make it more participant-friendly and beneficial to employers; the participants' experiences of applying their professional skills at their current workplaces; advantages and limitations of chasing rankings; and the intermediate outcomes of the GEP and "5-100-2020" programmes. • the opportunity to work in state bodies • the exclusion of the public policy strand from the list of 5 priority areas due to the extremely limited number of employers • preparatory measures (participants should know in which companies they are going to be employed before returning) • assistance in employment according to the awarded degree, individual plans of employment • prolonging the time limit (at least 6 months, preferably a year instead of the current 3 months)
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• the cancellation of the fine or the obligation to pay only the amount of the grant in case of any violations • the cancellation of the fixed list of employers or substantial simplification of the inclusion into it ("There is no need in the approval of the relevant ministries and the Supervisory Board if the company meets the GEP criteria") • increasing the quota for the capitals (Moscow and Saint-Petersburg) in proportion to the number of vacancies in these regions (if 50% of the companies listed are based in Moscow, 50% of the participants should be eligible to work in Moscow) • the need for the research into the employment mechanism and further support for young specialists in remote areas • An increase of employers' interest in the programme (2 participants were rejected just because the procedure for inclusion in the employer list was unclear The majority of the respondents express interest in addressing complex issues, the most frequently mentioned of which are the clarification of the employment quotas and the extension of the employer list. These proposals indicate that employment-related mismatches are causing competition. Financial stability, professional fulfilment and appropriate living conditions are the basics which participants strive for. However, the survey reveals that they often have to meet formal GEP requirements which can be in conflict with the humanistic aim of social support of high academic achievers. Other suggestions include funding in the currency of the country of study, funding equal to 100% of tuition fees plus associated costs in order to decrease difficulties arising from exchange-rate fluctuations, and reducing bureaucracy. All of the respondents are confident that these issues should be discussed at regular meetings of the Supervisory Board.
Answers to "How do you apply the skills acquired abroad in the workplace?" shows the employment concerns. They indicate the variety of participants' experiences ranging from the limited work opportunities and potential to fulfil career ambitions (all such answers look similar and describe the issue of quotas for Moscow and Saint-Petersburg, low payments, bureaucracy and time restrictions) to a much greater contentment with the educational and professional paths chosen. These are some of the positives views:
"The application of the international experience to Russian business". "Trying to introduce a more progressive attitude to international students, conduct activities to attract greater numbers to the university".
"After graduation I plan to continue working in science in Russia, which will be a natural extension my studies".
"After graduating from a British university, I began to think critically. In this regard, I am able to analyse large amounts of information a lot better".
"If employment conditions allow me to get hired by a desirable company, the skills learned will be 100% applicable". Figure 3 demonstrates the participants' priorities of having internationally recognized degrees.
The dominance of the quality markers of education over more commonplace ones such as simply having a degree and membership in alumni clubs can be clearly observed. These reflect the discussion of employment issues: while the true indicator of a quality education guaranteed by a rigorous assessment is the core component of studying abroad, the brand power featured in the prestige option also appeals to
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The Global Education Programme in the Era of the Knowledge Based Economy: Context and Implications, рр. 117-141 the participants. In addition, 19% of the respondents pointed out "other" priorities, including the in-depth study of the previous studies, the opportunity to look at your specialty from the perspective of the practice of another state and, in the future, compare it with the Russian practice, and the opportunity to understand the theory more thoroughly. The opportunity to learn from the best specialists in the professional field, useful professional acquaintances and networking are worthwhile were also mentioned. Answers to "What changes, in your opinion, should be introduced to Russian Universities with the aim of improving the quality of higher education, its popularity with Russian and international students and guaranteeing higher position in the most prestigious world rankings?" can be divided into four broad issues: controversially perceived chasing rankings, a lack of advancement in teaching methodology, financial and organizational imperfections and relatively poor conditions for effective learning process. Table 4 features the percentage of the respondents indicating these areas of improvement.
Although financial and organizational imperfections are more extensively commented on, a certain interrelatedness in the diverse opinions of respondents can be observed. They are eager to see Russian universities match the speed of innovations in education and science while transforming educational process from more conservative "teacher and textbooks" methods into more collaborative and researched based work. Better conditions to facilitate learning are recommended along with providing financial and methodological resources for teachers to keep pace with the times and invest their time in professional development instead of paper work. The power of rankings themselves and indicators required by them are the most controversial issue. While the majority support the striving for higher rankings, a smaller proportion of them oppose this, highlighting that the quality of education and rankings are not interrelated to a great extent and the resources are not sensibly invested. Table 4 . Four GEP issues
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The issues
The commentaries % Chasing rankings "I am very critical of "5-100-2020" programme. The fact that the universities simply match the indicators does not lead to the improvement of the educational system and its prestige overall." "Improving positions in the rankings requires a high index of citation. I do not think that it is exactly what Russian universities need as we have a lot of 'internal' challenges." "Rankings are calculated by European or American organizations according to certain criteria. The position in the ranking is not an indicator of quality."
28
A lack of advancement in teaching methodology "Teachers should give answers and clarification instead of referring to self-study." "There is a need to develop mentoring and tutoring as part of educational work." "More teacher interest in feedback from students." "New methods -group work, peer teaching/learning." "English language should be compulsory." "More guidance on the latest research articles instead of textbooks." "Stricter punishment for plagiarism and encouraging more learner autonomy."
38
Financial and organizational imperfections "Visiting professors have to lecture for longer time in order to give students chances to get involved in the subject with a deeper engagement." "The salaries of the academic staff should correspond to the international level -to enable them to do research instead of administrative work." "Significant financial incentives for publications and presentations at international conferences." "More cooperation with foreign research centres, joint research and joint article writing." "The introduction of modular systems with more logic in the sequence of course selection." "The introduction of a convenient online system tied to personal university student, alumni and faculty accounts." "Involvement of young energetic staff." "Increasing the number of English-language programmes." "Financial rewards for gifted students."
70
Poor conditions for effective learning "Improving the conditions in student residences (creating separate dormitories for international students with better conditions and a higher cost of living)". "Creating a convenient learning environment: upgrading libraries, resource centres and study rooms".
15
Answers to "For what reasons do Russian universities not hold leading positions in the world rankings?" provided reasons which are very similar to the ones expressed by Aushev [Aushev 2015] . Historical approaches and cultural differences are emphasized. Russian universities are more focused on educational process, while Western ones focus on research. 76% of the respondents are confident that academic excellence in top Russian universities meets the world standards. However, the integration of science and business is required: technological and research companies should be created on the basis of university output.
Most top level universities are "sharpened" for rankings; their academic staff try to publish in certain journals to increase their own and the university's ranking. This trend has just started to be taken seriously in Russia. Some world-renowned Russian professors publish in low-rated Russian journals, as they are not motivated enough to go through the extremely time-consuming (1-2 years) and rigorous procedure peer review (from the anonymous survey).
More than 50% of the respondents say that low salaries lead to the brain drain from Russian universities and almost all the academics have to look for additional sources of
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The last question clarifies whether GEP participants are planning to stay in Russia after 3 years of compulsory employment. All the respondents indicate that they would be pleased to stay and continue working if their positions allow them to apply their skills, provide decent working conditions, career development opportunities and a competitive salary. More than 40% say that they might leave Russia if better opportunities are offered. The US, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the UK, the UAE and Singapore are mentioned as the countries of potential interest for GEP participants.
The future of GEP
According to the document which started the programme [Ukaz prezidenta Rossijskoj Federatsii 2013], the first steps including grants to 718 GEP participants and their temporary leaving Russia for the chosen countries of studying were not implemented to the expected extent. According to data from 8 December 2016, the number of participants was 413 which is slightly less than 58% of the planned number. The reduction of budget allocations for the completion of GEP is given in the explanatory note to the Federal law project "On the Federal Budget for 2017 and the planned period of 2018 and 2019 years" [Poyasnitel'naya zapiska 2016, pp. 124, 127] . However, a broader timeframe until 2025 was established in March 2017 [Postanovleniye pravitel'stva 2017] which implies that all the participants are supposed to finish their compulsory employment of at least 3 years by 2025. Another amendment features an increase in the proportion of participants eligible to work in Moscow and Saint-Petersburg from 10% to 25% of all the participants which has the potential to make the programme more applicant-friendly and lower violation risks. All the other programme conditions including the size of the grant (a maximum of 2,763,600 roubles), the number of expected participant (718) were not reconsidered at this stage.
Conclusions
GEP as a policy initiative promises great benefits for Russian authorities, employers, participants, and foreign university staff and students. Its targets are part of "5-100-2020" in the framework of the state programme "The development of education for 2013-2020". GEP may become a powerful force for economic prosperity and the realization of the country's ambitious plans for modernization. However, it is extremely hard to predict its future direction as there are too many local variables and implications of participant choices, and an extremely high level of competition worldwide.
Economic stability has the greatest influence as it is needed to facilitate the decentralization and diversification of the Russian economy. The size of Russia and its two main economic clusters in Moscow and Saint-Petersburg, having the largest number of employers, require and restrict decentralization. Likewise, there are ambivalent attitudes to the Anglo-American centred uneven geographies of world higher education, the Moscow and Saint-Petersburg, where best Russian universities are located. However, the status quo has the potential to be "reshaped and widened" by "5-100-2020" and the GEP mission within it.
The cultural context of GEP is an invaluable resource for enriching multilevel diversity and individual experiences. The American and Russian approaches to educational and cultural exchange programmes are motivated by different factors: benefiting America's image worldwide and facilitating the modernization of the Russian economy. Although there are a number of restrictions driven by Russia's authoritarian modernization style, GEP, compared to the Fulbright programme, is more applicantfriendly in terms of competition and promising to facilitate participants' contributions to the common good at the state level while respecting their personal and professional autonomy.
Consistency, logic, continual and thorough monitoring and reassessment can support the bringing home of cutting edge research methodologies and assist in their application in the labour market. Moreover, GEP's potential effectiveness and transparency can be effective ways of creating networks, exchanging knowledge and experience within different levels of international cooperation and preventing brain drain.
